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ABSTBACT ^ 

This booklet discusses labor pxcdpctivity in Texas 
industry as related to the increasing nuiber of vcien and their need 
for child care.. Inforiaticva .(in narrative and tabular fori) is 
presented on: production costs and labor productivity, tbe recent 
influx of voeen into then Texas labor force, the social and eccnciic 
characteristics of voien in'the Texas labcx force, factors of. 
productijrity, child care as a function of increased* prodoctivity, and 
cost factors of ^child care. It is recciiended tkat the poi»sibilities 
of iaijastry sponsored child daycare servjices be further explored, 
and that, ways of reducing costs and ainiiizing liabilities be 
studied; A saiple gnestionnaire for exployees regarding their needs 
for child care is included in the appendices alcngnith tabular and 
graph Inforiation. (SB) 
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\ ,;f The Industrial Revolution came- late,.to Tixas. 
T$ias' shift from a predominantly rural to an 
■ (irbani zed Mate has been swift, and until .thf mid- 
, sixties somewhat haphazard. During the sixties, ■ 
. Texas began an aggressive campaign to recruit new 
/| .industry to the state. The recruitment of | 
■ industry is premised on diversifying the state's 
• .economy and is' ba^ on such factors as existing 
industry, transportation, .markets, taxes, and . 
the labor base. ' ^ ^ , ' 

'The decision-making pnocess on the part 
: of an iudiistry planning t(>^tond,or to relocate 
. is Jong. 'The questions needing answers .are many , 
and all conie down to the baste factor of the ' 
vcqsts versiis the benefits of such a move. Where ' 
m the best existing 'markets and what is the 
potential market? Are .the raw materials necessary 
to'.productim readily avajl able? Co existing 
transportation facilities give ready access to 
markets? What percentage of 'industries' profit 
.will be eaten up by taxes? Is a trained labor 
.pool available? Basiccilly, where will the profit 
- made exceed by the greatest 'peifcentage the dost ' 
to 'deli versa .finished product?' 



WHAT TEXAS HAS TO OFFER 



As a result of thi.s aggressive campaign jtp . 
recruit new industry into Texas and to encourage 
existing industry to expind, Texas has begiln to 
receive . national a ttenti on for the posi ti ve aspects 
of the Jtate as a location for industry. Texas' ' 



frontier' image npt\^ithstai)dtng, as; the. north- 
eastern sfates began losing population",, as labor' 
costs grew, as work stoppages increased, as- taxes 
skyrocketed, as fuel fo ^un. factories became dear 
Texas has begun to look morfe/attractive to ; 
industry. . s ^ '\ ■/ 

The features just becoming known, in the 
sixties became an accepted f^ct in 'the-keventies. 
Texas' "wide open spaces" hai/e lured craifiped ' 
industry in need of room to expand. i A booming • 
petrochemical industry offered money reserves for 
construction and expansion. iThe winters seemed, 
not so harsh,, and the cost of living was lower. 
So, too, the cost of doing business. ' , * • ■ 



Tax'es on industry are appreciablj lower.' 
Land is readily available andithe.cost per acfi 
is substantially reduced. A network of fine . 
highways, new aimorts and amtlle port facilities 
has , reduced the time and cost 6f transportation.- 
The state is centrally locatedi to reach 'into the 
■expanding markets of the Sunbejlt,' The state's 
labor force is large and youngjand becoming more 
of both . And most importantly 1 'they want work. .■ 



Few, if any^'j;fe|^Munft 
signiffcant length of time^ 



■PHODUCTION COSTS 



.: ; The basic factors involved in the cost of goods 
include construction 'costs, land prices and capital 
acquisition.. These costs, while high, niayi)e 
amortized over the/length of the mortgage. vOther 
>than the cost of raw materials, the single largest 
cost to the feanufacturer, and thus to the corjsunter,; 
is that of labor, i .' " ' 

,^ labor costs are not dictated solely by wages. 
They include capital invested per employee in manu- 
facturing, employee welfare, legalkreguired pay-- 
ments, training -costs and pay .for™ not; worked, 
-whether .that be vacations, excused {ibsences or J 
non-occupational injury or illness. ■ 

In August, 1.975, the Conference B(^rd in 
-- New Yori'released its "Road- Maps of Induslfry % 'W 
entitled Capital Investedjn Manufacturing . Using 
1972 data from th^Bureau of tabor Statistics, the ■ 
Internal Revenue Service. and the Conference Board, 
it-was stated thaP... the total capital invested 
in ^manufacturing establishments, including factory 
buildings, machinery and equipment, plus inventory 
and cash on handianiounted to $603 billion by the 
end of 1972, or ai) average of $31, 580 per employee." 
'The report went on to say that capital invested per 
■production worker averaged $43,194. [See Table 1 for 
individual industry figures.] While these figures 
are applicable only to start-up costs, it is signiff- 
. ' . Ho-T972:the capital invested • " 
per production worker in(;reased at an xiverage annual 
rate of 8i9 percent. : Recent-Texas Industrial . 
toimiission figures for three plants engageii in 
divergent types'of manufacturing show per employee : 
investmeiit, ranging from $20,000 to $60il)00. ' 

; (n Februaryi 1976,,:Vie Central Power and Light 
Company of Corpus Cliristi released^ figures concerning 
the' aforementioned additional factors concerned with 
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Central Power & Light 
..Corpus Christi , 
1976 : 

• ; . Cost to 
Cpmpariy 



Annual Cost 
Per Employee ■ 

Employee Welfare : , $4,427,436 $ 1,882.42. 



Legal ly^ Required 
Payments . : 

■Pay for Time flot 
Worked . ' : 



i,832jl2r .• 778.96 



3,363,252 1,429.95 



Miscellaneous 

includes training):/ 439,424 



TotaV Employee 
ienefits ; 



$10;062,.234 



186.83",' 



$ 4,278.16 



, / In "order to document the costs for training / ' 
of production work employees, the Texas Industrial 
Commission conducted a survey [See Table Ilj'of 
160 industries falling with;in three major Standard 
Industria.l Classification codes. The follBing 
table. indicates the per production 'workwi^training I 
time and cost by industry. ' * 

A ; TIC Survey . • . 

(complete survey Tab^e II in- appendices) 



Industry - 
' Apparel 

"Electronics 

., Medical and Surgical 
, Supplies 



Training 
■Cost 

$i,82L87 
T,038.37 

933.33 



Time tl 



Traip 



7 21 weeks 
13 weeks 

6 weeks 



I.L. 




What all' the figures say, using the thre^!l ' ' 
industries surveyed by TIC is that on an average 
a laliufacturer will Infet between $19,100.03 and 
; $47,316>53 per production worker duringihe first 
yeaV,"dn the-basis-oftapital invested per pro- 
duction worker, benefits and training. costs. For 
example* an apparel manufacturer with twerity pro- 
duction workers will iflypt382,000.6D during 
start-upk; while an eltep?^ , 
'its aO produrtion workejp^ will invest $946, 330. 60 ' 
per employee. . , , . • 

WMle these figures may seem staggering (they 
do not include wages), a portion may be defrayed over 
the life of the mortgage. But.if the major portion 
of the investment is in buildingS and machinery, it • 
is also true that the company would recoup none of ; 
its- titvestiijent were it not for its- investment ir| a ' ' 
trained Tabor force. ' Laborproductivity is an . ' 
offsetting factor to the high rate of investment ;' 
■ in caijital-intensi ve' industry. • : - 



- ■. y . 

* ' ' ' *' ' , ' ■ " 

' LABOR PRODUCTIVITY • . , i , ' . 

i' ' .' ■' . * * . " ■ 

V^ie Dictionary of Economics and Business 
defines labor productivity as " . ."Se amount of • 
product turid out by a worker per unit of time." 
Two factors are used' to measure J abor productivity. 
The first is value added' by manufacture per pro- 
duction worker, which is measured by dividing. the . 
, value added, by manufacture by the number of pro- 
' duction workers, The second factor is the value / 
added per producti-on' worker. per wage dollar and 
is determined by dividing the vake added by manu- 
facture by' production worker wages. , f 

■ ■ N . , ■ ■' ■ ' •'■"•"■ 

, • According to the U,.S. .Bureau of the Census, V 
'Departmeiit of Commerce, in the. 1972 Census of 
Hanufacturesj the U.S. average for vaSe added . , 
■by manufacture per production worker was $25,554.00. 
In, Texas, $29,638.00 was the value added by manu- 
facture per production worker, a creditable 15. 95^ . 
aboye,the national average,' giving Texas a.9th 
plate: rankjng among the states. ' . . 

Th^ Bureau of the Censuffound that Texas 
workers added $4.07 to the value of the products , ' 
. they make for every dollar.they are paid. The 
.national average. for value added per produciion 
wote per wage dollar was $3,35. , , ; 

. Using the apparel industry as an example, 
and base^ only on the difference between capital 
invested per: production j^oHgerJn 1972 and the ' 
vaTQe aTdedly Iniifaclre ,per prodMonworker, 
each production worker in Texas' returned $16,638,00 
more than was invested in that same employee '. 
during the first year of operation. 

Texas ' high rate of labor productivity is an 
obvious drawing card to out-of-state industry. It , 



THE MING -FACE OF. THE TEXAS LABOR FORGE 



light be assumed that tMs high rate 0^ -'p. , In 1850, there were 115.1 me^ forgery 100 

^- would be related to stable conditions within the f • . l^men in the state's populijlfe : ' . 

, state s labor force, but this is, in fact, not the ?: appearing in the. December; Iffi, i'ssue of Texas . •. 
^case. What js surprising is that the Texas labor , if Business Review, published by the UnftersltylT Texas 

.:force.has managed this level of productivity while' ■ ^ ' Bureau ofTusToess Research, cited Census forecasts 



undergoing draiatic. change. 'jl.:. Jndicatifig that by 1980 there will be only 92.5. 

men p^r 100 women in the population. 4 Census estimates 
indicate that women made up 57^ of the* state's 
population gain ff'om 1970-1975. Projections show 
further that by 1980, Texas women w111;><ftumber over 
6,500,000. ihi le the impact on the state' s econof ■ 
■ ' . ', - , ^^^^^ . "m^^ 

,•■,>/:• • ' - ^ ' ■ the dramatic increase' In the number of women ':. 

: vr • ,; . / . ^ - V , entering the labor fdijcfe J] 1 ver^ cert^^ 

' ' i'S - ''^ -a tremendous Impact on'tis state's economy and. 

J. ■ .">'^,.- • ■V''":-.--' ■ . ■ Industry^' ■ - v,- ' ' ■ ^-k'' 

r ^. , ,. ■ ' ' ■ InJ94p,'raen held a commanding 77.9tof the ■ 

V • ■ ; . '., labor fbrce, with a corresponding labor '^f^^^^^ 

' ' . . partleipitioiyTiateof 8a|. The la^^^^ 

■.•■I-,/. ,' 1*' a state is defined as the total number of workers 

, , ' • • V six^een and.over willing to wort at^pfevailing \ 

■ , ' , wagerates; thus, it Includes both the. employed/. • „ 
'■ ^ ■ ' ■ f and unemployed. The labor force participation ' 7 

■ ■ % . ■ : " rate is the ratio: of labor fke to tota^popu-^ ' 

y ■. .' ' latioii. in , any specific group'.' ,By 1970, thelabor 

i; , " . V force llpesinl the parti cipati^ 

: • , : . ' ■ ... had dropped to 63^91! and 77.9X^r^^^^^^^ ■ 

\ . . ' ■ , . . * . By contrast, and reflective of the growing .. 

■ -'s:^. ' :economic|ressures,on the family, 
/ ' . r, : Increasingnumbers oftlonien^,^^^^ 

I •• v .: ■ • ' ' . " : of household,; more than pheJillion tan entered . 

\ ' the Texas labor force betw^fenl9« and- 1970. The ■ 

V:' ■. . ■ ; ■ \ . . percentage of women in the labor force jumped. 

\ • ri-r ; | , , froi21.inn 19W^^^^^^^^ 

' V *h • : ' " ' ' • . ' ' participation rates for these, same y^^^^^ : 

' v.::,,.' : V . : v ; .froi 24rta40..7?(fespecti^ 
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.Age Structure of the Texas 
' Labor Force by Sex, Selected . 

[Source: See, "Texas ' Labor Force by 
\ - Sex and A^e, Selected Years, • 
.1940-]9?'Q", Texas Business Revie\^ , 



by Sex,& Age, Selected Years ,1940-1970 

[Source^: See "Texas Labor For^e. by . 
, -Sk^ and -Age, Selected Years 
: 1940-1970", Texas Business Review, 



(Percentages) 



SexandAqe; M 1950 1960 >' 1970. 



:Feii)alevv , 

WW ' 28.0 

25-34.:' . 29.5: 

35-44 ^ 21.8 

4Vtbyer 20.7 
i:; Total 



Hale 
ML 

.25-3r . 
"35-4f|:.:;;- 
'45 liver 
Totail \ 



23'.5 18.5:: ; 23.5 

•23,9 20:8; 20.4 

24.6 23.9 ■• 20.6: 

28.0 ■ 37,r 'v'35.5 



19.7 18.6 ^ 17.3: 20,7 

27.1 * / 25.1 23.8 : 
J2.5 23.4: 23.0 
10.6: ,32^^^ :^ 

77.9% ■, 74,51 ' Wi m 



Sex & Age . 1940 1950: :;1j60 1970- 



v'Female ■ , 

,25-34. 
35-44 
45 '& oi/er 
Total 



Jale ■ 

:: :16-24 ■ 

T 25-34 ■ 



45 & over 
■.Total 



27.5 
28.5. 
26:i 
;i6.'l 



31.8 
29,1 



33.3 • 41:9' :': :;^ 

^:35..o. . 46.1: 

41:9 : 50.4 • : :;:: 

21.7 , 30.8 m 



70.7 72.9 ;70.2 

95.7: 91.5 95.2 ' 

95.4 : 94.4 J5.8 

79.ak 76.7 il5. 

€Il ■: 82.0t 



65.3 :i 
94.2 ■ 
95.0 

lu- : ? 

77..91- :. ^ 



■ I ■ ;_y 



mm. 



MOHEH IN m TEXAS LABOR FORCE 



\ * As the ratio of women to men in this state 
. ' increases , as the number of women ' in the labor 
.. • foriK continues to grow,- and as economic uncertain- ' 
: tiei.continue, women, will play an increasingly 
major rple .in the labor, base in Texas. As Texas 
continuesi.its aggressive program of industrial 
development it is apparent that women will be moying 
: into manufactoftng jobs in greater„numbers, an(l ; 

into jobs that have been traditionaliy;i|ale-dQminated.. 
,. , As ■these things occur , i 1 1 s ^important that any , 
. / .spiecial factors concerning the^^w^^^^^ in the labor, 
,tprce be identified and dealt with,- in order that 
labor productivity, as a-function of industry recruit- 
roent not be seriously impacted. ; 

f ^ . Between 1960,and lS70 Census fij^ indicate , 
■' .that the' number of womeii ifr the labor force rose. ; 
. . by 503!, and further that the number of women 
; employed in manufacturing increased from 191 to 

251 : Were. current figures availaMer therwoatd rr 
: . ^certainly indicate a conti nuiftg pattern 'of growth in 
■ both the number of «n in the Texas labor force, 
".. a[5 well as their employment in manufacturing. . 



Since 1971, the industrial start-up training |,;. 

■ program; jointly sponsored, by, the Texas Industrial / ■ 
.Commissioh a.hd the Jexas Educa^ Agency, has been/.' 
rTfesponsible, for. training over 8,600 women for employ- 
. ment in manufacturing. , It i^ anticipated that the,^' 

perc,entage of women entering these training progr^i ■ 
.will increase, and that during 1977, over 5,000 wpen ' 
will be trained, for i(f|ious types of m'anufact^ jobs, 

J, There has als/been a significant increase , in the 

■ locations and' expansions of industries /ih Texasfthat . 
• hire .woBiep as a roajpr. portion of their: production staff . 
;, ;the foTlowing. table indicates thfe number of nei and 

'expandeiindpstries by classification .for.thOsjt industries. 
•„ wliei*e women dominate the'labor force* , . 



; The'apparel. industry is th^ 'heaviest user ; ' 
of women in prodUcti«i work,' butvas women begin to' 
move ifito nontraditiiffi.al' fieldsfthe trainings 
pt'dgrams, ,too, have opened. Women have recently 
been trained in production. wQrkj.for such divergent 
skills as metal fabrication arid; crane operation. . 
The only' t'emaininj factors keeping women from 
entering, all areas. of manufacturing work are the , 
needs for additional training programs and resi-S" 
dual social . Jnores concerning 'Vpmen ' s work " . 

[Source: Texas, Industrial Expansion 
Bureau of Business Research 
: ; Texas at Austin] 

- ': "'■ ' 

•1975 . TO ' 1977. : 
(Jan-Mar). 



FoodUindred 
Products 

Textile lill'v 
Products ' 



57 . iO .., 41 



,11. 6 1 ' 1 



Apparel ?i Related - ; 
Products^ , . ,29 

Electrfcal & ' 
Electronic Equii^ 
ment ' , ■ 45 

Professional, , 
Scientific i ■ 
Optical" Goods 18 



.f7 - , 35 ' h 



20 



SOCIAL iNDiCOliOHlC GBAm . / 

^ In M the Office of larly Childhood ' 
Oevelopiiienti TeJas Department of Community Affairs, 
published a study entitled 46 Things You Need to 
' Know, About Texas Children : The D a rker Side of , 
; Cl3Td!iQojr M document identifies not only 
i'lhe ^probleiiis facing TBxas: children, but the woiiipg 
Swbiiien.of' tiis J^^^^^^^ as well . Combining this' data 
with more current information, as availablev the 
foljiBwirig social and economic characteristics of 
wop in the Texas labor force are clear. ' 



*Between.l960pd 19I.d'the number of women in the 
labor force.increased by 501. 

*From.l?60' tt) 1970'tlie number of women in manufactur- 
ing employiifint grew from"19? to 251 . 

r The number of married women in the labor 
Vorce increased from 3U to 40tbetween 
1960 and 1970. v 

*h .1970, 43,9« of the women 'in the l4i).or force , 
wete of ehildbearing age.- 

. .*34i of the woliien in Texas with children under 
' six were in the labor force iri 1970 by 1973, 
'.this figure had risen to 40i. ' . 



■W of Texas wom^n with childreii .uniler six are 
working because of ecoilomic necessity. .. .. 

♦Between 1972 and. 1976 the number 'Of divorces,, 
in Texas\rose,from'60,343'to 76,6?5. • 

*how W to-1970, women-headed households 
increased 341 

■' " • . ' 

*Dunng the same period, households, headed 
by jothers' rose 85.6t 



*281of the working mothers in Texas with 
children iinder six are the sole support of 
their families. ' , v,; . ■ ^ / 

■ ' ' ■ * ^ • ' X, ^ " 

*40%. of the, women in the Texas labor force with, 
children "Under SIX h^.. not finished high school 

*Texas children under six. with working mothers 
outnumber the licensed child-cate spaces , by -. 
312,000. (1973) • I 



FACTORS OF PRODOCTmTY. ^ ; ' 

,. The direct, relationsliip between profit and " 
.productivity, is undeniable. If labor, productivity 
is defined as the amount of product turi^ed out by 
a worker per unit of time, and profit,! vdefermined 
by maximum output at the lowest per unit^tt;. then . 

. the.factors affecting Ubor productiviti also exert 
a direct .influence on a company 's profit margi n. " 
Of the factors affecting the" productivity of the • 
worked;' the three that seem most significant are turn- 

*'over rates, absenteeism and working conditions.,,. - ' 

• The loss of an employee, part1ciil,arly a produc- .. 
tion worker, is-eostly to a company. -.Sporadic : . 
"absenteeism can have a significant effect on a com- ~~ ■ 
pany's output. /.A ianufac'lurer must; in the case of 
•abseieeism, do without the services and output of 
that employee for the duration of the absence. In 
the tase of small manufacturing companies where there 
. is ;iot 3; backup to that absents employee, time and 
jmoney can be ilost. " ; ' ; 

'■ . ' ' • ' , ' ' . '. ''"■„■■' 

; ' Whether :?mall or large,'a company with a medium I. 
to hi gh rate^ of , turnover can have seH ous economic , ■ 
problenis.. The te lidustrial Commission survey ^ ^ | 
ifldicated.that training' costs may vary from afi avera|e " ; 
of $933.33 to $1 ,821.87 and that the length Itime ?, 

■ to.train a producticSi worker ranges from s'ix weeks to 
21 weeks. The' loss of a trained employee, coupled . 
with the cost of training^a new employee, as well js , 
the production problems associated with the' loss and - 

■ the training time, can, br^^^^^^^ - . . ' 

V': ^ The Department of Labor, Bureau- of Labor ' 
Statistics:, 'reports; th^t in 1975, the labor turnover 
.r?itefdr:'''quits"^ 

an annual average, s|ood at ).4 per 100 employees, ' ; 
■'(|pwn:fri)m t/per.:^^^ WhatthiJmay ; - 
iliiicate iVnot growing job or wage satisfaction, 
.th* |wireasons given fost' 

■•, • V"; ■' . . ' ■ . 



, ■. oile'.s "present employment, but rather the'ecpnomic 
/uncertainties that make a job more important ,' . 
th^ri "the" job. . • ". : ^ ; .. ' 

" - . Aslnllated earlier, most women in the ' 
•Jekas labor force are working due to economic 
necessity. The fact is, 1|hat 841of Texas" women,. . 

—- ^with'' children under .six are working because of 
economic- necessity. However, while it might seem 
otherwise, documentation does not show, that , 

' , low turnover rate are . 

■ one and the same. ' ' 

, ■ ■ f': ■ , , • 

The TexaS' Industrial' Commission survey of ' 
' the apparel, the electronics, > and the medical 

. _and surgi cal supplies i ndustries i ndi eates that 
women employee's have, in most cases, a higher, 
annual turnover rate than all employees by a 
factor of from'ltto It on an average. In the 

' industries surveyed, .the difference between the 
annual . turnover rate for male em^lo}(ls versus ' . 
women employees ranged from 05( difference betweerf 

: ■ the two groups to as high as i M greater turn- 
over rate among women workers. ' .■ 

■ ■ Thi s hi gh tufftover , rate is not i ndi cati ve • 
" , of these women ' s abi 1 i ty to pe rf orm and . perform ^ 
well, in manufacturing employment. It is rather 
a function of the dual careers held by warking 
mothers, . The 46 industries responding to the 
Texas Industrial Commission questionnaire repre- " 
sented 13,089.women employees, 9,054 of whom were.^ 
V production workers. The industries, when asked 
to ''list two major reason's for women employees 
■ leaving your; company", in 76:^ of. the responses 
, —indicated childtCare responsibilities as the . . 
' ' '■ primary reasbfijbmen were leaving. In 95tof the 
responses, child care responsibilities was listed^ 
^ ,,; in, either: first ;o'r second place.' , r . , 



PRODUCTIVITY 



. What are the perceived benefits to your, compaoy 
/ if you sponsored child care for your employees? 

Answer ; . . ' , 

■ .."Fewer 'lost man' hours;" 

"Possibly' better attendance.'', ' 

. "Less absenteerf/increjse^^ 

: ability to l^ipe. and retain better people, 
• limited. number of happier employees." 

. ' "Hore conveni ence for mothers and possi bly' , : 
. . could help in bur recruiting." . 

, #ter labor r^fions." 

. , "Reduction of abs#3teeism and access to a larger 
potential work f (Nil.?": . [ .' 



Mnity image. 



: ^ifty-foiir percent^(54X) of the companies responding . , 
to the Texas Industrial Commission survey indicated a' ' 
positive, attitude. -toward the perceived benefits of 
child care, facilities for. employees., Thirty-seven percent 
[m] had Jiscu^sed the teibility of iyis1;ituting, v, " 
child .care for their, employees., 



In'its 197iAnnual Report,: the^te Child 
Development Center, a consortii of sixljnneapolis,;. : 
■HinnesiDtarbased companies; stated: \y''<mK"': 



^ • "For a 24-moplh period.. ;^the average monthly 
turnover rjite for motheri 'usinf the Center 
• was 1 .70%, while for all other women doing 
- . the same job., the average monthly turnover 
rate was 5.471..' . ■ 

> In summary, the investigation of the effect's 
of the Center on parents '.'absenteeism, turn- 
over and job performance continues to show, 
. a favorable and "posttivfe trend." , • . 

In a 1973 ruling, the Internal Revenue Ser- ' 
vice declared a .corppration's payments to ? 
' child care center in behalf of its' ^pl^^^^^^^ . ■ 
^ children an " . . .ordinary .and necessary bysiness ' 
expense, , deductible undei: Section 1^ of^|ie^ 
code;" ' The ruling statied that the ."...purpose . 
of the taxpayer: (manufaclurer) in, providing the 
availability. of the chi]| care center is: - '. 



V,;;;- 



k provi|ie .ani^ empfe a. place . - 
to sen((;l)islr her ctiildwlrile ^ 
work knoimjig that tiieiiiTrj? 
receivinfi proper care , . - . ; . 

2) to reduce absenteeism , increase.. - 
productivity and reduce company 
I training costs, arte 



3)' to reduce , employee turnover . 



(Rev, Rul., 73-348 1973-2, C.B. p.3l) 




iiifcloif both a: 
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Irogram Budget :jiiiiffia^ 



Total 



3& feiiefis) ' 




126,357:46 



Insurance;^^;!^!)!^ 



X 

^("12) 



81.0D 



TO? ' t 



fc A^' iiH III j i ' I m'- i .f i t ) ii it | ^i W i< ;{, i#> », i . i 



I' -' *l 



y ttrty janice^f^ 

for ilie Brenhaiii Day Care to ' : 

^.^;^l^;:.;t,.^V:;^:■^:.-■■■■' ■ •■ ■ 



BUOGEIPROJECTION 



MAXIHUH SCALE FOR BAPTIST CHURCH 



li— ,.,i„U 



Total 



$ 73,,022,'92 
V. "13i0l8,f9 

WtauMl^ ■ 3,000,00 

Ki&ffl^ . 770.16 

ImcetQlMnli- supplier 



■\:: 



Staff 

jtedlcal stijiplies ($5;00/iiio.x 12) 
Staff travel n . ■ 



Subtotal 



ai.oo 

60.00 
480.00 



Bonding 



]in,044.64 
555.00 




Source; , Brenhaij Day Care Center; A.. 
Report , Ja'nicf Archer and Or. 'Douglas Godwin, 
for the Brenhani bay Care Gonlitee, September 
1976, • 



. . A copy of the complete study outlllng 
alternatives; operational/policies, curriculum 
.and including aj|tailed breakdown..^ the- , 
maximum and^iiiiiiiim budgets may be obtained ' 
by writing to the; ' : ^ „ 




Texas Department! of Community Affairs 
Early Childhood Division 



Austin; Texas 78701 

Based on the minimum scale, the per, . .' 
lid cost per '.week, would be J15.04. Using • 
fie iiiaximi. scale, the cost per child wpuld 
bel42.?2. ;jt is also clear that these' two .. 
budgets leave. room, for adapting Jo a, company's 
needs,, and there is room: for reducing cost in 
several areas while upgrading the program. , , 
offered, . '♦ 



■ The idea of Industry-sponsored child care 
•i$: cerUiply neither new to the Ur^^^ States 
'ftor 'industry. Between 1541 and 19^4, the nwer 
(if women working iri the U.S. incre^ed by four 
oijllionV By 1942/CDngress and thrPresident had 
provided over $15P niillion fdrfaciltties .including 
;ch.i]d care centers for war-related.i^ndustries. By 
iluly of ]94S;,6veh l;6, million cM were par- 
ticipating in i ndiistryrsponsdred , federal ly-fqnded 
child care.programs,,.' ; v . • 



I' 



...The need today is, no less than it was during 
ilprld War. II. 'ftn years cigoi national figures , 
indicated there were il 'mil lion worl^ilig mothers'' 
with children under six years ofcage and 6.4 
million mothers with, children between the =ages of 
.six and;17rft 19/5, national figures shoikthart 
27.6 miiliorlildren have worHn^ mothers c|nd 
that 6:.'5 million of ,tl)ese children are underVsix 
years of age. . . \ •. 

Texas figures are nO' less •dramatic.. While^ 
tlji humber of wien entering the state's lahorl 
■'fdfce increasedfroml.^ 
between 1960 and 1970i this same period saw the. 
.number of working mothers witfi children under 
siigrow frgmn84,951 to 267,581 If as liai beert^ 
projected, the, femal e 'population^ in Texas reaches \ ■ 
;6,540jD0O by 1980-and if cuient trends hold, . \; . 
,1,831,200 «om^^^ 

■by 1980, an, increase of over,.220,Q0O in a ten-year \ 
period. If the national ratij) of working mothers ^ 
Idren u nder gix ye ars of age hoi js.c|t ofie , 
in .three, 610,400 women in this state's I'abor 'force . 
jn be in ieed of child .care facili,ties. 



: In 1970, women wprkers%ade up 15'.8roT ' 
the employmei^in goods-producing industries. 
It has been p^i/iously noted that the numbers 
of industries, hiring predominantly women.; • 
moving, intp Texas in the. last , five years have • 
increased draffiatically , le|v,ing little doubt . 
tha.t the percentage, of woiifm 
producing irtdustry has increased by as much as 
lot .-As 'the number of women' moving, IntO; tradi 
tional imale jobs increases, particularly as.a . 
result" of the greater number of women entering 
training, programs for 'the ski lied trades, the 
impact on i ndustry wi 11 be notabl e. • . 



v .As was addressed earlier, those= industries 
w having a high\turnover, rate among women employe'es 
- indicated; that- child care responsibiJitf was- ^ 
* . major factor in both i-the turnover and in absen- ' 
teeism. And 'a' high, turnover, rate and absenteeism 
p are major; factors a'ffecjtng an; industf 's pro- ' ;, ^ 
■' ductivity. Before labor productivity decreases,-- 
" as a result of, an inadequate number of child care- 
facilities to meet the grjwing need, the possf- 
bi 1 ities of industryrsponfoi^d , chi Id care must 
' .be addressed. . , '■[''^'^■'.^.■■^ 



, , child care for an* industlry's 
employees need not mean the building of a new , 
facility, nor a huge capiiaLputlay... , It jay only 
mean bringipg together those employees ilneed 
of child care and giving them direction toward ^ : 
a satisfactory solution. It may mean, taking 
. ,le a der .s h ip i n a n^iff oht ^t o. drawHthe^re^:^ 
munity into addressing the neei for child car&. 
What it will mean for those industries whose 
surveys show a.real need is that employees are 
genera lly-'happi^r in their work and; certainly • 
more productive. : . . . ■ ' . v.' 



■\ ■ 



iciiiis 



-igtifcshjftsS probjems foremployees' ' 

V'^m^'i^^ turnover ca'n be 
; ittribut^ to-cMld 

Survey the employees (see 'saiiiple question , 
: In appendix) V I : ^ 

. --how many ch^ 

• r-jfc^ agl^S of tfie cWldren? : 

, -^whjat kind of care are they, presently receiving? 

: -.-wliat ecdnoiflic levels;^^^^^^^ 

-^in how many fceholfe^ W parents wof k? ' : 
: v--hoW i$ny^ar^^ of hoil^efiold? / 

■-howiany-a^^^^^ 



rare the employees M^^^ 

childis iiow receiviihg^ , • . - ^ : : 



St(id|the 

--jp|)i]d' caire;fac| 1 i|es already ej}ist? 
•iifeiitingte needS ' 

HiihaW 'jtb existp^'^^^^ per ^ 

*ekV::;j^r/' -'^^^^^^^ ' - 
-rwhat lWvstate' or federal programs exist . 
that co|ld assist 4th^s 

care:Mli$y?':;:4''-'^^ ■"■'i'v:. ■ .•„....,:■■:' ■ 
-^Icflitlier'^^^^ 
to about a Jiint effort? 
-does a Junior College in or near the area 

-•do the high schools in the area offer vocational 
homemakihpdiication programs? 



, ,--a|!\re{ired.perspjsjtt 

' Mid development or health matters 

avanaDi^ to assist?. ' , -. 

-are frie health'care facili'ties available 
for children in ^j^^^^ 

"-are there\volunteer organizations in your 
coiiriiunity 'to\a5sist?.. . ' % 



Analyze the LlabilftTes 



Insurance 



: Child care. facilities are. classified : 
as Day .Nurseries and fall: under Owners', : 
: Landlords/ and fehfe Liability Insurance.- ■ 
Rates are- based-onflexas' e)(perience, but 
vai7 from urban % rural, areas; Thelbasic 
limits: per occorence^are $25,000 for bodily, 
injury and $5,000 for, property damage. In • . 
(liost rural l^asi an^^^^ 
for basic coverage Mi 11 be IJ.IO for :bodi1y 
injurf and $.014 fqr'proper4,^^^^^ 
10O:square feet of space. , .1^^^^^ • - 
bodily fhjury rates :for basj| coverage are 
$1.50 andin Houston,; $2^00.1: . 



4- 



In dikilssing methods of^reducing risk , 
jnd thereby rat?s;id|iabili|y;4n Chi . 
care centers , most In^riwl agents feel that 
the minimum standards as,:sei by the. Depart- 
ment of Public Welfare are ntt strict enough 
r-ratt^'"teM»a^esr^^ 
dO'feel that' a copny could' reduce' risk' by . 
incliiding'lnsurance people in oni the planning 
stages for a child care facility; : ' . 
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'^"T.Faclltties^ staff, Insurance, food, 
materials and supplfes and utilities are but 
a few of the factors Involved, In the cost of , 
a chlW care facility. Parlof the cost Is, 
of course, covered by" the fees charged by the 
facility, but start-up cpsts must rely on ■ 
Initial capltallzatlonr^^'; - ' 

.Many of these costs can be reduced through 
the suggested study of the copunlty's resourcesr ' 
others through policy decisions. For Instance, 
were. the center to require parenU transportation 
to M from the center, thivwould 
nieed for center-owned 6r insured c^ It would : 
also reduce the risk Incurred by the eontpany. 
■ '■■ ■, '■ ' ■. ' • ' 

Another cost savi ng factor woul d be ^parent 
iartlclpatioy^^ center, 
If on a rotating basjs parents could spend two 
half-days a iDonth working In the center, it would 
have an effect on the staff-child ratio and'reduce 
cost, Other benefits'that cannot be calculated 
are iticreased^ security on the part of the children,, 
who knpw their parents are In proxlniity, and parents 
wha knoi* that their children are rec 
best possible care, , 

' ' ' ' , . ■ ' . • ' * 

Other methods of reducing costs and of 
bringing iemployees: into th.e cohesive effortVof • 
setting up ji chi Id care center WQjd;be .to draw 
upon competencies that the' employees have that 
are not directly related to their work. Many of 
the materials needed for the center could be' . 
built by those knowing- carjentry. iployees ' ; 
InMngluslrieirpeopleTaround'"^^^^^ 
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■ solicit donations af mAterials, time and 
other commodities necessary to the start-up 
of the center. Businesses could participate 
by-donsting adrainistrative epertise such . 
as bookkeeping, helping to reiiodel facilities 
or' in donating food. tFund raisers involving - 

, the comiiunity might be, the answer,to many of. 
the start-up costs, ^ " ' . , 



Hitlgatinq ttie Liabilities • > 
—The non-profit corpo|ation: • 

An, industry 'may set up a child care 
facility as a; non-prpfit corporation, and 
lease to that corporatidn and area;for a 
child care facility. Not only does this ' 
reduce both the risk and liability to the ; 
industry,- it allows for tax deductions 'that 
might otherwise^be inappropriate. ^ ^ 

' As a p-pifofit corporation, the child 
, . care center with a board made up, of manage- 
, .meht, painents and community experts (i»ev,- 
insurance'i'liealth, child development, riutri- 

, tion, etc.), can apply for ta'x exempt status.. 
Donors can then take deductions for the . 
monetary value of their gifts. Several cate- 
gories of tax exempt status are available- 
under Section 501 of the Internai Revenije " 
Code'. Section 50l(cH4) grants exempt s^ 
to, "local associations'of employees" where the 
■ ' ". ..net earniriis be devoted to.. .educati onal, 
purposes...". The non-profit corpo7ation '"^ 
and the, possibility of receiving tax exempt 
status, not only encourages donations.,. but also 

■ limits the taxable nature of donations: 
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' : ' Many of the start-up ;Costs^^ 

::;-:::;;pltotedi^th^f^ 

'i^'A: -if i noit'pi^flt corpQ^ Arid,, in, fact,,: . 

■ jany if ie on-going, casts cQuldM':re<lu^ 
:: . >vta thlviame system. :But cw'tainl/:^^ 
• • ■ ■ 'prlniary iiiportanceii^is 'the refeed^^^^ ti -fte 
?.]': industry 'itself for Insurance. purposes. 

,. ^-In rural areas or areafs :Where' 'several:, indus^ 
't»:i^S:are. In close, prpxiityi^'^^ 
. fom a; joint venture tofnstitute child care 
; : ; J fbj^ thejr employee^. This would reduce the : 
' , cost to any^yneJndustry and spread the : . , 



;v;f-.>r-Encourage the coipfiinity to set up a'cMld 
V- .. • *' ^ifre.„center"Vith' donatjons from; ^he, :jdustry- ' , 
:,3ijs incentive.;-' 

. .■ -•^ontract with existing cljjld- care facflities 



—•Sublease an appropriate part of, an existing- • 
, .famity k, a'thi>d party to 



'And Ft 



.'■ '■'ft*' • • • 




seem that industry-sponsored child' 
^,arejcoul,d'haVe jtwo major ben^f its^tb industry, 
frir:|lie;ov^ 



carev 



,;, ^Secondly^jhi l e the' aval labi li ty - 
■care i;S a, service rather than a benefit,, it ; ■ 
serve as an i'ncenti ve .for 'employees . : 
j, ap industry could, 'after the first , , 
;, offer. a lO-lStrebate on , • 
M!bst of child care, with a sliding scale Tee ■ 

f$?d on tfie number of years in employment to 

it 1s the recommendation of this report j' ' 
■ that f aced wi th; the • increasing number ' of women 
entering the Texas labor ioree, and the Irowi'ng 
number'of women entering theskilled trades . - 
i valued by '.indastry, that qhild^c too ' . :' 
.important a factor in productivity to be oyer- 
Toolced, It is, not unusual and is i in facj, , : ■ 
historically correct, that industry shoulVtake 
the lead In, innovative approaches to, empjbyee • 
^well ;i|fig. The'su^e^^^ an'irtdustryikiM " 
on thr'commitfiient of Its employees to turCouj; • ^ 
f good product.'^ Child care is one 
fimployees, into ^a more cohesive and:.produci»e- 



Its use as, a recruiting device. 
' imaji4ratJioffle-o^-S€k>i- 



I:' 



part-time work would'be more 1 ikely to seek 
^ploymeht in;,an Jndusti^ offering this type of , . 5 



V*., .'V .V v*' 
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^ "tABLE" 1 



, Capit'al ln\{ested Per.'.'Emplaye?;;! Jyi!s!nafaiyt4ir.ih0^^ '' 




. sou RCE5 : Bureau of Labor Statistics; Internal ^ 

• Re)i^riue \Servicei The Conference I * ' ^ 

y^-'y&r ...:'. Board - H6^ Maps ^f 1^^ % 

^ . 'l^.-^y ■'■x'h/'-A 33 ' 



Texas Industrial Cpoimisslon Survey of Industries 





Apparel 


— — ^ 1— — — 

Electronics 


Medical & 
Surqical SuppliiBS 




6.735 I : 

y ' \ / ■ • 1 . 


' 1.6,838 


1,915 .ii 


.' r . ■ 

■ ■» ,. <i 1 UTi^ i,cfi., 1 ■ , — ■ ■ ■ ■ — - 


r ■• • . ■• ■ 


— ■ ■ ■ I- ■ » ■ 1 ■ ■ ■ X 

. .5,824, , 


1,152 


#; of womenii production^ 
workers V 


. 5,278 


' 2,911 : . 

♦ ■ 


■ ^, ■ ■■ • 865':^^:-' 


Estimated -annual. turn- . 
overate, all employees 


■ 53%' 


30% ■ k 


h' ' 32%- v-;^ 


¥\- \ : *• ■ ' 
Estimated annual turn- 
o\r6i^ rate , wdmen * empl oye^s^ 

:?r;;^V:\^ — ^- — ^ 


' 60% 




36:% ; 


Iverage'cost of training r 
§;One^ produc ti on work 
; ^fempYbyee 

m-/^. • . ' .;■ ^ ■ 


^1,821^87 V. 


Ti038.37 . 


$ 933.33 


l^eerlle.lengl;!^^ i 
ll^i^s rtt^^n 'on^ pf^ , 

l^irfltf^j^^ e^^ ^ 

^O-oj'-^^ • • ■ . ■ V^: 


211weeks 

■ V ■ 


. V 13 weeks \ 


6 weeks, . ; 


■ r..^ ' - J''' — ■ ■ ■ ■ ' — — . ■ ■ ■ ■ 

: • . • • ■ \ ■ . ■ » ■• : 

If-: ■ . ■ ■ ■ ' •■ . . ... • ■ . -'i^;, 
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^SASPLE 'EMPLOYEE (1UEST#^^^^ .' ^ 



■S. ■] ' Michael Bruce, Chairperson ' 
0M$'^- ■ Child Care Conittee 

' • Austin Coibission of the Status of Women 



: This qa$S^^^^^^ City of Austin employees iri^brder to determine the need for city-sponsored 

: : child care: arra^^^ 

: Next^'pnk about the hours during which you are normally working and mark for each child whether you havr ' 
■^sofflgiftvregularly care>for this childiv^' "~ • * 

;, ^vaf-^^t.home-; , .''^ V^^- ''^* ■ ' ■ ' Z ■ ■■^"--v'- ' ' ■ '■X : ' ' : - 
'.■ b)/ away: from .tiome;,:#''/ , ; ^, ■•'.■j;.. ... ; _ ■ ■ , ., 

c] or^ the child c|ifes for herselpimself • , :'v ^ ^ 

II. The following questions refer to your currenf '^i^d care arrangements; ' f ' , 

, . ■ : V ; f?I those childreft^ o stay at home for an^ part of the day while you. are away at work,, who cares for ' 
■fe^Wl.dren? ' \ ■ ■ V. ^ 



!':»•» ■ 



a) a parent 

b) another adulllllative, .; , ■ , ; , ; ■ 

c) - another person who is nbl a relatiye.^^^, . : .V . 

d) child wes for herseU^^ 

^ e); the child^is not at home during any oip my normal wMng hours ^ . • 

Answer th^e following question^ fo^eacl|, of -yo)!^^ . A-' \ 

3/ At what time child care now begin and end for^^ ; , 

4._ How mi||.do your current childiiare'arrang^ts cost per iiontiti:|^ each of your children . 



: ' •,'.5.-^ Do yoii nMMild' care services on days , o! the week when tfieVe services are not now available? ' 

;. :. .^yes r if what days- of the' week do you need and can't get" sei^vices?, For how many children? ■ 
.• ,6i w you, need , ciji Id services during^ of the day when these services^ are not now.' 



: . .^J«is - ft hours ofvthe day do you need and: can't get services? For how many children? • 

,7; iryou have.py complaints ate / ' 

v'.---^'no;' : • . ■ "■ ■ ^ ■ ■ -V ■ - / ; ■ , ■ 

: _yes - If "yes",vwhat complaints do you have? 5 . ' . ' ; ' 

8v lteye.;you'ha^^^ care arrangements? 

; _^yeJ - If "yes", 



M lII^ Pl^ answfer the following guestions with regard to 



I v Do you soiieifimes nee^^ . . 

^, V;:";i:;^-^;iio'..^yes 

' V ■ , ^2; Do you need.carMn ^i^^^^^^^ \ 
' ._^^np;^^yesV24-h()iJr:^care?, " ,;■ ■ . 

: : : y ■[':'■'' :/ ' 

: ■ : V ' :^:nof\____7es aflif :schbp^ 

; _^no ^yes^^^;b^ : . 

■ ^^Tio^ __ yes; all tlay^ipl'^^^^^^ vacations, holidays, etc^* 

•'•^'"0;: _yes^infant'x^^^^^ ' ,, 

^^^^ 

; ^f^': M pne pf your children: is sick, do you have to stay at fftime and .be absent 



. jyes r lf: ''yes''v:estimate :thfe; ni^^ that you have to;i:iy home with a sick child> 

2/;iit:do:you.ijthink^j^^ 

4>- ;If ' the Gp Slit^ Id' care services at reasonable: di stance from your home 
:^jnd/jpb,:lpuld^:^^^^^^ 



gg ERlC 'ifei.$ 



RESOURCES 



The foil bwfng people or agencVes should 
' be contacted foH expert technical assist- 
ance in the fi eld of child care and 
related ar(Bas.=«- 



§i^til/Watsoo^ ;:bi rector. ^ > 
pEl^ jQhi 1 dhood Developinent Di vis jon 
p^paJrtmejfit of rs 

pr3l$e^^capitor^$t^tt6n ■•■ 

(ISpHJi'-Texas-;; 7871.1k-¥.*;;> ■>• 

P^;Mii1:son^ NutHti^h^^t^ 
Piston of Maternal and Chi Id Health 
^^;;Deparbiier(t;;j^ Resources 
llJO^V^stvi-Orty^l nth Street 

P^^l^par^tmercfe/^ 
^IH@^Reagari Bilildirig^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ 
pp^glefkas. .: • 78^1 

Jilforilof Qccupsiti^^^^ 
p||i:|l(achnpl^^^ ■ ■ ;. 

iili$pEduc5i^tiOn; A^e^ 
!lpEaiMth..Strie(6t . ' 

pggje^^ ■■: .; ; 



• <■ 



pi6\lfelopfnent Center 
h Delinar n 
Texas 



mi 




Private Schools and Institutions 
Chi 1 d Nutri ti on Program 
USDA Food and Nutri tibn Service 
11 OO^ComiTierce Street n 
Dallas, Texas. 75200, v^. „ 



■; ' if'' 

i 



Texas Aqricultural Extension Servici 
Texas A&M Dpi vers i ty > ■ , 

System Administirati on Bull dinij^v M 
College Station, Texas 77843 V * 'il 



Na ti ona 1 Assoc i a ti on • of Chi I d Caril 

■ /■7^inistrators\^' . ■ r'-'y ::'^--fM 
Di vis ten of Education j Hi^lf 

Uni versi ty of Texas at San Antbnicf 
San Antonio, Texas 78285 ^ 



Southwest Educati ona 1 Development 
;||Laborat6r^'^^ 
Early GhH dhood 'ProgrSm v 
2p East Seventh Street 
Austin, Texal 78701 : 




Child bey|^1bpment Center 
Forney Ehgi neering 
3405 Wiley Post Road 
Iddtsphj. Texas 75001 



/■■: 
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